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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's order denying his
notion for stay pending appeal of the bankruptcy court's final
order and denying his notion to withdraw reference to the bank-
ruptcy court. We dismss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction
because the order i s not appeal abl e. This court nmay exercise juris-
diction only over final orders, 28 U S.C. 8 1291 (1988), and cer-
tain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1988);
Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337

U S. 541 (1949). The order here appealed is neither a final order
nor an appeal able interlocutory or collateral order.

Accordi ngly, we grant Appellee's notion to dism ss the appeal
as interlocutory.” We di spense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

In light of this disposition, the Appellant's notion to
expedite and the Appellee's motion to remand this case to the
district court are deni ed as noot. The Appell ee's notion to i npose
sanctions is hereby deni ed.



